we restrict our focus to eighteenth-century medical vitalism (with a notable emphasis on the Montpellier School), it seems pointless to offer a definitive statement on the nature of vitalism, if the members of this school barely referred to themselves by this term, and figures as antithetical to each other as Albrecht von Haller and Georg-Ernest Stahl can also be termed vitalists of one sort or another. What we need, then, is not a rigorous, operative definition, but rather a "taxonomy" of Enlightenment vitalismsyet one that will provide clearer answers to our questions.
The present essays are not entirely restricted to the geographical area of France nor even to Montpellier, despite its predominance in the contributions by Boury, Wolfe and Terada, Kaitaro, Williams, Huneman, and Cheung. But to a great extent, even the treatment of "external figures" such as Glisson, Haller, and Stahl -and in a different sense, Wolff -is still within the internal scope of our project of reassessing the status of vitalism in eighteenth-century science and society. Our goal is to successfully convey the paradox of medical vitalism as both less monolithic and less doctrinal and doctrinaire than the philosophers' construct of the same name, and more conceptually coherent (albeit eclectic), in unexpected ways. We want to know who the vitalists were and what they stood for, specifically their relation to the development of mainstream medicine (in the articles by Giglioni, Boury, Cheung, and Williams); to materialism, mechanism, and Newtonianism (Kaitaro, Wolfe and Terada); to psychiatry and the passions (Huneman); and to theories of biological development (Witt).
It is hoped that this collection of essays will then modify the landscape of medical vitalism in the Enlightenment as we know it, producing a less metaphysical and more heuristically oriented vision, and of course, raising once again the Canguilhemian question of how to write the history of medicine from another standpoint than that of the victors. 
